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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 



Claims discussed: 
3, 6, 8 and 12-13 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Wayne (U.S. 5,323,812) 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Discussed 
were the instant amendments to claims 3 and 8, specifically the recitation of "said second sleeve movable 
independently, at least partly, from said first sleeve" in lines 53-54 of both of the noted claims. The Examiner noted 
that merely being "movable" did not distinguish over the teachings of Wayne, since Wayne taught two distinctly 
separate components and that, as such, allowed for independent movement. The Examiner suggested the following 
language to replace the noted recitations: "said second sleeve in operation movable independently in relation to said 
first sleeve". Further, the Examiner noted that claims 12-13 would then fail to further limit their respective independent 
claims and should be cancelled should the suggested amended claims language be found acceptable. Applicant 
agreed to amend/cancel the claims as suggested by the Examiner by Examiners Amendment. 



